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DISPUTED PHRASINGS IN THE SIDDUR 
By A. Mishcon, London. 

The line of demarcation which Judaism so persistently 
preserves between the human and the divine is brought 
into outstanding relief by a comparison of the Prayer Book 
with the Bible. In point of antiquity the two are placed 
by tradition practically on a par. The foundation and 
framework of the Siddur are attributed to the Patriarchs. 
Its main structure is said to have been raised by some of 
the prophets. 1 So that the liturgy may well claim some 
of the biblical writers as its authors. Yet the very tradition 
which advances that claim has not allowed the Siddur to 
be placed on a level with any part of the Torah. The 
position it holds in the Jew's affection may indeed be 
second to none ; it has rightly been pointed out that the 
Siddur is as a rule never absent even from those homes 
where you would look in vain for a Bible. Why then 
has it been denied the authority, the sanctity of the sacred 
writings ? 

The answer is not far to seek. The Torah contains the 
divine word, or the product of the human mind under 
divine inspiration. The Siddur is the record of Israel's 
meditations. It is purely human ; and Israel's genius which 

1 )pn 3pjr> . . . nrue rtan }pn prer . . . rv*w rbs>n jpn annate 
y\yo n^an (Ber. 26 1>). 

(ikd. 33 a) ni^sni niana hn"\wb arf? upn rbran riDja nwtj 
man bv niana rrm n»p upn awaj nna dpoi oypt onwi nxo 

(Meg. 17 b). 
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will ever regard as three-fourths of its mission to maintain 
a boundary line between the human and the divine, has 
advisedly kept it beneath this line. 

In some respects this inferior position has proved rather 
advantageous to the Siddur ; it has placed it beyond that 
fixed finality which is the natural characteristic of the divine. 
The Bible was definitely closed with the inclusion of its 
last book ; the committing of the Talmud to writing has 
meant the arrest of its growth ; but the Prayer Book after 
close upon two and a half millenniums of continuous cultiva- 
tion still remains an open book. To this day its binding 
is, so to say, flexible enough to admit an unlimited number 
of fresh leaves. But the loose-leaf method of binding has 
its failings as well as its facilities. It freely accommodates 
new sheets, but it is not proof against tampering with those 
it already contains. The Prayer Book partook of the 
facilities, but it also suffered the disadvantages. It has 
retained its developing capacity, but only at the cost of its 
uniformity. Not only have divergent minhagim parted off 
from the main stream, the original Temple service, but 
variations crept into each minhag. And whereas in the 
case of Holy Writ the slightest discrepancy was promptly 
adjusted, 2 no such zeal was displayed in the case of the less 
sacred liturgy. The prayer wity and the Book of Joshua 
are both ascribed by tradition to Moses' successor. Yet, 
while the retention of the slightest textual variation between 
two editions of the biblical book would be simply unthink- 
able, the liturgical piece ascribed to the same author does 

2 Not only was a standard copy of the Pentateuch kept in the 'Azarah 
for purposes of rectification, but expert revisers were employed, at public 
cost, to whom any individual could bring his copy of Scripture for correction 
without direct payment. 
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contain a number of divergencies which have to this day 
remained unrectified. 3 

Nor are these variations confined to textual readings- 
They also affect that part of the text with which this 
article is chiefly concerned — the phrasing. The latter, in 
fact, has suffered the more. For it remained uninfluenced 
by those unifying forces which did make for textual 
uniformity. There was the mystic. Advisedly or otherwise, 
he was a great unifying factor. By fixing the number of 
words which comprised the various prayers, and placing 
each within the safe custody of a ' *1M3 ', he has undoubtedly 
helped to standardize many a liturgical text. But only as 
far as the wording in its strictest sense is concerned. The 
grouping of the words into phrases was beyond his scope 
or object. Vocalization, too, was naturally conducive to 
textual correctness. But many of those who set themselves 
the task of supplying the liturgical texts with vowels left 
the phrasing of the words to take care of itself. Even in 
manuscripts which are vocalized the divisions of chapters 
only are as a rule marked, and these too only by spaces, 
while the sentences run on in close succession without any 
break. 

When later compilers found it necessary to set the 
phrases of the Siddur within bounds, it was not always easy 
for them to trace the boundary lines. Nor did they always 
trouble about tracing them. Phrasing in the Torah must 
perforce be governed by the rigid rule iTpDB NP1 NplDB b$ 
n^ pipDB *& pN wo. In the Siddur every compiler placed 
the dividing double-points and the sub-dividing single ones 
s Sephardi, which almost accords with Vitry, has, for example, 

mim ninss ir6ir dbnT . . . tHn my psT wi5>k Kin ; while idwi 

is missing, and d*JHD is bracketed. 
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according to his own sweet will. And a mere cursory 
glance will suffice to prove how indiscriminately these are 
used. The few critical editors of the Siddur were more 
cautious, but they were not always able to decide in whose 
favour to give the casting vote when opinions are equally 
divided. 

In this article some typical examples are collected and 
discussed ; they are grouped, in some cases, according to 
the features they present in common, rather than the order 
in which they occur in the Prayer Book. 

i. 
The Disputed Phrasings of the Shemd (Singer's edition 
of the Prayer Book, p. 40), the earliest part of our liturgy, 
may well be taken as our first example. 

While the first of the phrasings given here is the one 
generally accepted, the second is said to have been adopted 
by the Jews of Jericho (Pesahim 56 a), thus : 

lani? by | civn -pro •ojk w rbtm onain vro («) 
ixb by am | iivd »mn nm niwn onain vro (6) 

(a) And these words which I command thee this day, 
shall be upon thy heart. 

(b) And these words which I command thee, shall this 
day be upon thy heart. 

The deviation from the general practice may have 
resulted from the fact that the ' men of Jericho ' recited the 
Shema' in the manner of r\yo (? instead of riDna). 4 The 
matter, however, has no practical bearing, as both this mode 
of reciting and the phrasing which is supposed to have 
resulted therefrom have long passed into disuse. 

4 For the precise meaning of these terms see Elbogen's Der Judische 
Gottesdienst, 25 sq., and notes, p. 515. 
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a. 
Three different phrasings are mentioned in the Talmud 
(Berakot 14 a seq.) for the words which form the junction 
between the Shema' and the prayer immediately following 
it (Singer, 42) : 

. . . anw riDN I ayrbx 'n "jn («) 

. , . anrc n»N I don naTiiw 'n ys (b) 

. , . a^vi I nam nynba 'n ^n (c) 

This dispute has its origin in the opinion expressed by 
R. Judah (cir. 150) that no interruption of any kind is 
permissible between the concluding section of the Shema' 
and ' the blessing which follows it ', so that the two liturgical 
pieces should be inseparably linked together. 8 IDS' 1 ! fa 
PD& t6 aTl r)Ds6 (Mishnah Ber. a, 1). Somehow, in the 
discussion of the Tanna's opinion, his words are cited so as 
to convey the idea that the concluding word of the last 
section of the Shema' should be closely followed by the 
opening word of the next prayer ; in other words, that 
the nDK should adjoin the Davw, so as to conform to the 
biblical phrase of Jer. 10. 10 — p"DB> vb a^l nttt6 nyrbtt pa 
6 DDK BVrjN 'ni 3VO"i (Ber. 14 a; Jer. Ber. 2, 5). 

The Talmud accepts R. Judah's opinion as the general 
law, to be followed whenever the Shema' is recited, and 
even records the fact that in those places in Palestine where 

6 The object of joining these two prayers so closely is, no doubt, to 
prevent ' the prayer following the Shema' ' being regarded as unessential 
and consequently being dispensed with. A similar precautionary measure, 
which was also applied to the Evening Service, is the passage : iOC ?3 

imin vr nip t6 jva-iy nam*o nox nnnB> aiyi n»K ids. 

The immense importance attached by the Rabbis to fPDTv H71N3 WDD 
is apparently another instance of forging a strong link for fastening a 
supplementary part of the service to the main body. 

6 See rtiCD f)D3 to Maimonides, Hil. Ker. Shema' a, 1. 

m m a 
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the third section of the Evening Shema' was dispensed 
with (since rwx |DT Itfo nW>) and substituted by a brief 
epitome of it, consisting of its opening and closing words, 
these closing words were supplemented by n»X so that it be 
not separated from D3v6k. 7 

In deference to this Rabbi's opinion as interpreted in 
the Gemara, phrasing (a), however commendable it may 
have appeared, had to be abandoned. The dispute now 
lay between (b) and (c), the point in question being whether 
DBN should be doubled, the one to be joined to D3Tii>N, and 
the other to join 3^1 as required by the context. The 
decision was against a repetition. It is even recorded that 
Rabba (cir. 300), on hearing a f'W pronounce riDN twice, 
administered him a mild censure in the witty remark: 
' This man is suffering from an excess of " truth ".' 

The decision was therefore given in favour of (c). But 
the matter was not allowed to rest there. The word- 
counting mystics discovered that the words of the Shema* 
(including iyi tbfh Mltti* 1133 DtJ> 1113) very nearly amounted 
to the favoured number 248, which is the reputed total of 
both the affirmative commandments of the Torah and the 
members of the human body. Three more words were 
needed to make the total complete. For that purpose 
JDN3 ~\bn bit was added to the beginning. 8 The words may 
have been readily supplied, even suggested, by the ' Amen ' 

7 'n •on an^N mow btr\w •>& bx -on .irany k3-i$jd3 hdn 
ncK t>yrba (Ber. i 4 b). 

8 Amram has no mention of the 'n'IO'1 device ; while Vitry arrives at 
this number by adding JD&M *J?D ?N in "1132? JIPBfl, which we now do 
only in the case of W. See Elbogen, op. at., si ; his assertion that 
}DN3 "pt2 7ti and J1DK '?K Tl were both used simultaneously, the one 
by the congregation and the other by the Plazan, does not seem to be well 
founded. See also Weiss, Dor, IV, 111. 



DISPUTED PHRASINGS IN THE SIDDUR — MISHCON 525 

(|'d'n = }Dto i?a bit) which was there as the response after 
the preceding Benediction. Sephardi authorities were averse 
to this practice on account of the objectionable interception 
it formed between the Benediction and the Shema'. They 
therefore supplemented the three, at the other end, by- 
repeating ayrba 'n yx. 

Subsequently, on reputed zoharic authority, and evidently 
with a view to the double object, of completing the desired 
total and linking of DaTii'X to DDK, the three words to be 
repeated at the end by the Hazan were n»N D3\"&K 'n. 

This was by no means allowed to go unopposed. 
Rashba, R. Simeon Duran, and some of his distinguished 
kinsmen strongly deprecated the annexation of the non- 
biblical word HON. Rashal shared this view. 'When I act 
as Hazan on the occasion of my father's jahrzeit — he 
states in a responsum — I make a point of repeating aloud 
nyrbx 'n 'w.' 9 

But the French school prevailed. Phrasing (c) with the 
repetition of n»N daWN 'n is now the universally accepted 
practice. 10 

3- 
The decision quoted above against repeating riDK, as 
well as the talmudic objection to the doubling of the word 
JJDE>, led Ibn Jarhi to object to the repetition of "inx in the 
Sabbath Musaph Kedushah (Singer, 160-161). Isaac Luria 
(•"'iNn 'ana) who is followed by many others, particularly 

9 See pen, ii. 236; tVU1 f>y, ii. 2; nDID Dnn, Or. Hayim 10; 

6'£"i /^n, 64. 

10 The practice, however, obviously defeats its own object, for ' Shema' ' 
to ' Emet ' inclusive, plus the additional three words, total 249 instead of 248 ; 
see on this point 'N OD to Or. Hayim 61, also Emden's Siddur, ad loc. 
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by Minhag Poland, for the same reason denounces the 
phrasing : 

uti^n Kin irw | im 'n . . . (a) 
and insists on : 

wnbti Kin | im 'n , , , (6) 

The commentary bp&n rvvno to Orah Haim, 286, however, 
advocates (#), pointing out that this is not a case of 
repetition since the second TriN opens a new paragraph. 
We can go further and say that this ins is essential, 
being the catchword for the poetical embellishment of the 
phrase which concludes with it, in the same way as the final 
words of the other biblical kedushah phrases — Vtiaa and 
IDIpBD — serve for the other elaborations. 



4- 
In the first Benediction preceding the Shemct the prayer 
■parin (Singer, 38) apparently opens with a parallelism : 

! tramp K-113 tibm) mbo mix Tunn (a) 
I avntw -rav mbo "iyi> ie«s> nant^ 
' Be thou blessed, O our Rock, our King and Redeemer, 

Creator of holy beings ; 
Praised be thy name for ever, O our King, 
Creator of ministering spirits ; ' 
which is however missed in our phrasing : 
ij£ i»e> nanc 1 DWip Kin | «5»mwi ssho mix Tiann (<*) 

. . . B'n*iB>o iw I uaho 
' Be thou blessed, O our Rock, our King and Redeemer, 
Creator of holy beings, praised be thy name for ever, O our 
King ; Creator of ministering spirits . . .' 

The 13 bs inD has actually the former punctuation ! 
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5- 

But in any case it is erroneous to punctuate the phrase 
immediately following : 

. . . dhkw obs | wro ikw twro w («) 
instead of 

. , . DHDiy ab vn-ro new | owe'D *rai» (3) 

This misphrasing is fairly old, for the traditional tune 
to which these words are chanted by Hazanim is divided 
according to (a) and must have been jarring upon the ears 
of countless worshippers for many a decade. Cantor A. 
Baer in his Baal T'fillah even places a crochet rest after 
WTO both in the Week-day, Sabbath, and Festival Services 
(pp. 9, 124, 228). 

Hazanim could best avoid this error by commencing 
their chanting with D'iinN n^a. 

6. 
Singer's device to avoid a misphrasing which has been 
similarly perpetuated by the tune to which it is set, has 
not been made quite clear by him; hence it is generally 
disregarded. I am alluding to the seventh verse of i»*W 
(p. 3) which Singer, deviating from all other Sidurim, 
phrases 

tiruion nx twci | tfaa dv rroa tai^a Dp nb («) 
in preference to 

nruion nx budi wai | iiy rroa bx-wi dp xb {&) 
His intention undoubtedly was not so much to join the 
word N^J to the foregoing, as to separate it from the 
following word, since phrasing {b), coupled with the English 
traditional melody, gives the imperfect setting of 
: lruicn nx | -twoi waa | iiy rros bvmn. dp t6 (c) 
What, evidently, Singer rightly desired is : 
: "irmDn nx ovaoi | toaj 1 tijj rroa ^ib«3 Dp t6 (d) 
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7- 

Lower in the same hymn the phrase 

lS>J»M IDn J B>'t6 talJ (a) 
is punctuated by some 

•6jtt>D3 I nDn wttb bm (p) 
which makes E»N a construct of IDn. But here we may best 
be guided by the parallelism, which points unmistakably 

to (a), thus : 

•bysxa nDn | mb bn\} 
irww in | wtn!? jnu 



The variant phrasings in the paragraph next following 
of the Shema' Benedictions depend on the vocalization of 
the word ntJHp. If it be nE>hp the phrasing must be 
tfJW into qS»3 I ntynp no'jaai mm naea («) 

'With pure speech and holy melody they all respond 
in unison ' (Singer, 39). 

If nfip then : 

My into nio rranp | no»]»ai rnna naea (£) 

' With pure speech and with melody they all respond 
the " sanctification " in unison.' 

The first reading seems by far preferable. Not only 
does it make for syntactical correctness — the sentence is 
distorted according to {b) — but authoritative evidence is 
overwhelmingly on its side. Amram, presumably also Vitry, 
Abudraham, and Abarbanel all have neHlp,; Abudraham 
mentions the other reading only to denounce it as incorrect. 
These are followed by Baer (68) (who also cites other 
authorities), Sachs, Singer, and others. Yet those who read 
n^Tp, among whom is Landshuth (43), may claim the support 
of Tosaphot Hagigah 13 b, s. v. jnjTOD. 
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Whichever of the two alternatives one may choose, he 
should be on his guard against coupling the reading of the 
one with the phrasing of the other, a pitfall which is not 
escaped by many a Hazan. 

9- 
On all fours with this is an instance from DUK \X0 
(Singer, 120). 

Elsewhere, in an article devoted to this prayer, I suggested 
the reading of nwnn pjno instead of rro-on pj)D. u The 
altered reading, which is actually contained in old liturgies 
in that prayer and has since been found in dli'tP CPW which 
the phrase in XMN jJO epitomized, would naturally change- 
the phrasing from : 

nisninn bx | nia-on pv» iw ov bsi \awb rrrm (a) 
'And daily and constantly we will give thanks unto 
him in the fitting form of blessings. The God to whom 
thanksgivings are due. . . . ' 

to 
nitmnn bx nia-ian pyo | Ton av bn \cmh mwi (6) 
' And daily and constantly we will give thanks unto his 
name. He is the dwelling-place of blessings, the God. to 
whom thanksgivings are due. . . . ' 

10. 

The divergency in the phrasing in the second of the 
Blessings preceding the Shema' lies between the Ashkenazi 
and Sephardi minhagim. The former has : 

11 See 'Study in Liturgy', by A. Mishcon, in Jewish Review, London, 
1910, 1, 358 sq. ; also Elbogen, p. 1 1 1 , and note. The writer's suggestion has 
been remarkably corroborated by the author of WOA iTTIfl to Deut. 26. 15. 
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unta tnuni brnr\ "]vnp aeo ^ | ijn tb\]b vrat ah , . . («) 

.inyitra nnotwi nS»M 

' ... so that we be never put to shame. Because we 
have trusted in thy great and revered name, we shall be 
glad and rejoice in thy salvation ' (Singer, 40). 

While in the latter it is : 
tnum . . bvnn itsnp aea >a ijn cbyb . . . znii ab ... (6) 
.injntra nnottoi nbm | wnoa 

' . . . that we be never . . . put to shame because we 
have trusted in thy great . . . and revered name. Let us be 
glad and rejoice in thy salvation. . . . ' 

So that the words Btn 'O, &c, while disconnected from 
the foregoing in (a), are closely connected with it according 
to (b). This point is further discussed under no. 15. 



11. 

In the Benediction following the Shemc? there does not 
seem to be room for a break in the phrase 

DWirttw by\ owtnn by ynso btnw jn? nnn bo byi («) 
which appears, indeed, undivided in Vitry, but which we 
divide between two paragraphs (Singer, 42) : 

:"p3j> btnw> jnr nnn bo bv) (0) 
awnxn bw D"wtnn by 

The wording seems continuous — hence the Hazan's 
passing over this break in silence — for 'nsn by\ 'win ^J> is 
obviously the extension of rn"iVi . The division here may 
have been occasioned by the branching off, at this point, of 
the two variants of aywtnn by which Minhag Poland uses 
respectively for ordinary occasions, and when ophan-piyut 
is said. 
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13. 

This is also the case with 

neoi on I D^pi in bx ibzb («) 
which is divided by a double-point even by Landshuth and 
Baer, while Hagigah 13 a has the phrase 

(DiT'i'y pit?) New d-i Qipi in ba ^o ((5) 
unbroken. Sachs has done well in omitting the dividing 
mark. 

Of the following two (Singer, 44) : 
. , , obi iff' I dm nets' by ipeh ohm in:it? ntnn i-rw («) 
. . . ob irr Bin nst? i>y | i»b6 b^ixj mat? ntnn n-m? (£) 
the former seems preferable. 

14- 
Which is also the case with 

bx-\&< vnp I w niN3s 'n u!>kvi («) 
btrw vnp w | mtax 'n «!>»« (£) 



15- 

7^!<? Shemoneh Esreh has a parallel to the disputed 
phrasing of 13nt32 — C123 K? mentioned above. The following 
passage in the thirteenth Benediction is variously phrased : 

onoj? wp^n dw roaa icea DViBun W> no -aw jm («) 
lanna -p 13 vna ab) | bS^ 
1 . . . grant a good reward unto all who faithfully trust 
in thy name; set our portion with them for ever, so that 
we may not be put to shame ; for we have trusted in thee.' 
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| nriDy wpS'n tm n»K3 tobo trnonn W> 3id ist? jm {&) 
1! .wno3 13 »3 B"l3J.s6 D^l 

' . . . grant a good reward unto all who faithfully trust 
in thy name ; set our portion with them ; and may we 
never be put to shame, for we have trusted in thee.' 

In both cases, it will be noted, BUM i6 and UriB3 13 
go together, in accordance with the biblical phrase TiriD3 13 
nB*i3N ba (Ps. 25. 2), which proves that the Sephardi phras- 
ing of the passage in run rariN is the more correct one. 

As regards the passage from the Amidah, Amram, and 
Vitry both have (b), which is also preferred by Baer (95) 
and Berliner (Randbem., I, 62) who cite the phrase B>133 Sw 
ijtt tbxsb ob^i xb\ from Grace after Meals, in its support. 
It is somewhat strange that Singer (48) in face of all this 
evidence, chooses to connect the 1 with C133 tib — as in (a) — 
rather than with obtyb. 

16. 

By transferring the conjunctive 1, as in the foregoing 
example, a difficulty is removed in the fourth benediction 
of the Kiddush in the Marriage Service (Singer, 299). The 
reading, taken from Ketubbot 8 a, is 
)b ppnm .ini'33n nion ohn .10^3 dinh tin iv -new (a) 

,iv hj? pa wcd 

As Berliner (Randbem., II, 20) justly remarks, the term 
)"M3n which seems here to refer to God is a gross anthropo- 
morphism, even if used in a figurative sense, since it is only 
applicable to corporeal bodies. Saadya Gaon, however — 
as appears from a citation in 'i'o'D, ed. 1488 — by transferring 
the 1 makes the words WJ3D mm ab)S2 refer to Adam, thus : 
tb ppnn WV33D mm d!?v31 ,imx3 diwi rw iv* ib-n {b) 

."IJ? HJJ P33 1JDD 
13 This is also the version given in Amram and Vitry. 
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17- 

If in the preceding instances the variations are governed 

by the transference of the 1, it is the omission of this 
conjunction which has evidently affected the phrasing as 
well as the sense of the following passage in the 'long 
Tahanun '. 

The fourth section of that meditation, in the Ashkenazi 
minhag, based on Vitry (69) begins : 
ronro I Dnron pa nm^ nam to? .Dimi run -jta son (a) 

. . . win wata W3K I bumpi \yvb Trr» mpy -pub 
of which Singer (60) gives the following rendering, including 
the bracketing : 

' We beseech thee, O gracious and merciful King, 
remember and give heed to the covenant between the pieces 
(with Abraham) and let the binding (upon the altar) of 
(Isaac) an only son appear before thee, to the welfare of 
Israel. Our Father, our King, be gracious unto us ' 

The question naturally suggests itself, Why is there no 
allusion to Jacob in connexion with the other Patriarchs? 
The answer is : The allusion is there. Only it is obscured 
by the altered phrasing. This is how the Sephardi minhag 
has it (Gaster, I, 4a) : 

ntnni | onnan pa rcab Dam -na? .Dirrn ;wn ii>» NiN (£) 
1S won bmer> rvK&T i "w nipv yssb 

' We beseech thee, O gracious and merciful King, 
remember and give heed to the covenant between the 
pieces (with Abraham) and let the binding (upon the altar) 
of (Isaac) an only son appear before thee, and for the sake 
of Israel (Jacob) our father, O our King, be gracious 
unto us . . .' 

13 Amram's version, ed. Warsaw, bears a resemblance to both ; it lacks 
the 1, and stops after W2K; thus: ^-IK" JJJO^ ftV> mpV fish HNini 
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1 8. 
Other variations in the same paragraph are : 
. . . uaryn ba | utix yiybyo -irrc r6« ui> px 13 («) 
' For we have no other God beside thee, our Rock. 
Forsake us not . . .' (Singer, 60), 

which is the phrasing generally accepted. Yet M. Sachs 
(?tr\W rtan, 3rd edition, p. 86) has it: 

uaryn ba mix | imhaa im rbx wis px ^ (3) 
' Denn wir haben keinen Gott ausser Dir. Unser Hort, 
verlass uns nicht. . . .' 

19. 
So also further in the same paragraph : 
General phrasing (Singer, 60) : 
u^xn [ \m mx bci najDDi -ianDi >atJ»Di anno mxp ww »a 

mp i!> 13 
' For our soul is shrunken by reason of the sword and 
captivity and pestilence and plague, and of every trouble 
and sorrow. Deliver us, for we hope in thee . . .' 
Sachs (ibid.) : 

uiwi \m mx 5>a»i | naacoi nan»i ntwi anno mxp ub>bj •a 

wip li* »a 
' Denn unsere Seele ist gebeugt durch Schwert und 
Gefangenschaft und Pest und Seuche. O von aller Noth 
und jeglichem Kummer rette uns, denn auf Dich harren wir.' 

30. 

The opening phrase of a subsequent paragraph of the 
same supplication (Singer, 61), 

owom dwib bpi> I rouwia f nnian (a) 
presents a generally felt difficulty, inasmuch as its first 
part, the words roiBTO T> nnisn, hardly makes any sense. 
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Commentators, as a rule, leave this phrase alone; and 
translators, who are denied this veiy present refuge, usually 
resort for safety to paraphrasing. Thus Sachs's rendering 
runs: 'Der Du die Hand, die Riickkehr bietend, offen 
haltst ', while that of Singer is : ' O thou who openest thy 
hand to repentance '. 

Emden sees in this phrase an allusion to the talmudic 
passage (Sanhedrin 103 a) : 

mwro ii»3pi> na yp"> 3 mnno pon 'n'l'pn b nvy 
and renders T nnian ' who openest a place ' so as to 
correspond to the rabbinic idea that ' God created a 
special opening in heaven to receive the repentant' to 
whom the attribute of justice would deny admission. 

But the interpretation would not suffer even if T> be 
given its ordinary meaning, with the phrasing altered to : 
ctttsni d'sjb'ib ^i^ micro | *r> nnian (6) 

' O thou who openest the hand, to receive transgressors 
and sinners in repentance.' 

It is true that T nna usually conveys the idea of liberal 
bestowal rather than welcome receptivity ; still a liturgical 
poet employs this term in this very sense when he sings in 
his Rosh-Hashanah piyut : 

:vr nmna torn? wotm $01 .rnwrn »pbi-6 nyt^ nnian 

' He openeth his gate unto them that knock in repen- 
tance ; And all believe that his hand is ever open to receive 
them' (Mahzor Abodath Ohel Moed, 150). 

21. 
A similar solution of a textual difficulty, namely, the 
shifting of the pause, is suggested in connexion with the 
passage in the Sabbath Amidah (Singer, 139) : 



536 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

r\vmb ~oi ntnp ims w men | menpi u n«n ^atwn («) 

' Thou didst find pleasure in the seventh day, and didst 
hallow it ; thou didst call it the desirable of days, a remem- 
brance of the creation.' 

Where, it is generally asked, did God call the Sabbath 
' a desirable of days ' ? The standard answer to this question 
is well known. The word ?3»1 in Gen. %. % is said to be 
rendered Torn by Targum Yerushalmi. But the famous 
Hazan R. Meir, the contemporary of Rashi, found a solution 
of his own in altering the phrasing thus : 14 
rwytb 1st mip wit* | w mon inenpi « inn wntwn (£) 

rvtwna 

' Thou didst find pleasure in the seventh day and didst 
hallow it as a desirable of days ; thou didst call it a 
remembrance of the creation.' 

The solution is admittedly forced ; but the original 
answer is hardly less so. 

%%. 

Another obscure allusion to the Sabbath is disposed of 
in a very similar manner. Says the Kiddush (Singer, 124) : 
onao r\tvvb not | ttnp Kipab rbm uc tnn ^ («) 

' For it is the first of the holy convocations, a remem- 
brance of the departure from Egypt.' 

Some commentators, indeed, make out a case for the 
Sabbath as a commemoration of the Exodus. But Moses 
ben Ma'hir, in Dvn "HD, suggests an altered phrasing of the 
text: 

QnsD ntw!> -a? enp wpch ni>nn ov Kin *a (b) 

' For it is the first of the holy convocations, which are a 
remembrance of the departure from Egypt.' 
" See Vitry 82 ; Tan. Rab., § 15. 
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The Festivals, the three rejoicing ones at all events, 
certainly answer to that designation better than does the 
Sabbath, 

»3- 

To return to the Amidah — the prayer wbn 'n mn, 
which is the nucleus of the Eighteen Benedictions, is one 
of the three blessings which accompanied the sacrificial 
offerings in the Temple. When these ceased, with its 
destruction, the prayer was not abolished — for who ever 
doubted its coming into use again with Israel's imminent re- 
storation ? — but adapted to the changed conditions. Among 
the modifications effected were the insertion of nx 3B>m 
"lira mrb mnjjrt (which may have substituted the suggested 
original wording 1TV2 *van3 rnujjn rcnni), 15 and of the word 
mnD — found both in Amram and Vitry — before |W"l3 iopn. 
In this manner the prayer was not only shorn of its obsolete 
parts, but was turned to good account as an appropriate 
supplication for the restoration of the Temple ritual. 

But then some French kabbalist stepped in, and made 
it a sine qua non that the prayer should only consist of 
thirty-four words jn , ]nvi> yiTTi IDDDH mfoth. Some 
Ashkenazi congregations accordingly omitted riN and others 
dropped mnD. In the latter case an alteration in the 
phrasing was made to serve the purpose of the omitted 
word, namely to give it a prospective application. 

Instead of 
(mnD) nrtani i>&w »bm | lira yyfo muyn m 3E>m (a) 

ps-i3 hypn ranK3 

' Restore the service to the Sanctuary of thy house | 
and Israel's fire-offerings receive Thou in love and favour ', 
they adopted 

16 Rashi to Yoma 68 b, and to Ber. 11 b. 
VOL. VII. N n 
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nanta ar6sro | bxyr *bw *jiv3 Trb mnyn nx 3B>m (b) 

.jirp !>3pn 

1 Restore the service to the Sanctuary of thy house and 
Israel's fire-offerings | and their prayers receive Thou in 
love and favour.' 

The alteration is however unwarranted, and spoils the 
diction unnecessarily. 16 Even without the mnD the words 
may well be taken to have a future application which, 
moreover, is suggested by 3tPiTi. That phrasing (b) is 
nevertheless so often heard is largely due to its being 
adopted, injudiciously, by the U"5>3 TttD which is extensively 
used by Hazanim. 

34- 

A plausible remark is made by Berliner, Randbem., I, 6$, 
in reference to the next Benediction. The generally accepted 
phrasing 

Dnmn np3i 3-iy ny $>33t? "jtiuibi TniNi>BJ i»jn . . . (a) 
he declares, is erroneous. There should be a break before 
nnmn npai my since— analogous to nrvm annsi ip3i sny, 
Ps. 55. 18 — these words are not the extension of ny i>33B> 
but ofirtain lawi. 

Thus: 

nnnvi npni 3ny— ny 5>33b> -pnttiai Tnwi'M 5>jn . . . (^) 

Not, 

' We will give thanks unto Thee and declare thy praise 
for our lives . . . and for thy wonders and thy benefits 
which are wrought at all times, evening, morn and noon' 
(Singer, 51). 

But, 

' We will give thanks unto Thee and declare thy praise 
. . . evening, morn and noon! 

is y/Q ( Or, Hayim, ch. 52 ; Landshuth's statement that Seph. has the 

pause before DnpSlTl is not borne out by reference to better editions. 
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25- 
Another deviation from the generally accepted phrasing, 
in the same paragraph, is prescribed by Jacob Emden. 
Instead of 

i? imp obiyo I "piDn ion xb 'O (a) 
he would have 

lb wip I tb)w> *]HDn ion &6 »a (£) 
But Amram's wording ttayDI and Vitry's D^JJD »a both 
point to the fact that D^iyD should adjoin the following, not 
the preceding words. 

26. 

The D'ona n3"n3 (Singer, 53) has the following version in 
the modern Karaitic rite : 

wai pns <bd rm»t?n | "irmm nainan | nt?iwn nanaa nana 

"imina 3in33 | -pro 

Our own version — -identical both in Sephardi and 
Ashkenazi — which is not as clear, lends itself to the following 
alternative phrasing : 

. . . -pay two t> by Hainan mina | rwbvm H3-i33 uana (a) 
. . . "pay nt$>» hi by nainan | n-iina nt^cDn H3133 uana (£) 

It is difficult to say which of these was favoured by our 
early authorities, since, as a rule, they do not mark these 
words by any division at all. Of modern liturgists, Baer 
(10a) and Berliner (Randbem., 1,6%) prefer the former, while 
Sachs, as well as Singer, prefers — to judge by his transla- 
tion — the latter. But neither is free from defects. Against 
(b) the objection is raised by Berliner that mim rwbwn 
can only mean ' the blessing thrice mentioned in the Law ' 
instead of, what is evidently intended, 'threefold blessing'. 17 

17 Rabbi Avigdor Chaikin, Dayan of London, in a marginal note shown 
to the writer, actually interprets this phrase : ' Bless us with the Benediction 
thrice mentioned in thy Law '. For three times, indeed, the learned Dayan 

N n a 
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But (a), which he commends, has certainly not less grave 
a fault, rairon mirn presents a decidedly faulty diction. 
The words would have to be reversed if they are to mean 
'which is written in the Law'. Singer, disregarding the 
phrasing he adopts in the Hebrew, steers a middle course 
in his English translation which he gives as : 

' Bless us with the three-fold blessing of thy Law 
written by the hand of Moses thy servant, which was 
spoken by Aaron and his sons . . .' 

But however smoothly this rendering may run, it can 
hardly be reconciled with the original. Moreover, if the 
words ' written by the hand of Moses thy servant ' are to 
be regarded as qualifying the noun 'Law', as is here 
implied, then we are faced by the grammatical discrepancy 
of unrelated participles : ravon referring to min, and rniDXH 
to ro*n. In Gaster's rendering (I, $6) : 

' Bless us with that three-fold blessing mentioned in the 
Law, written by the hand of thy servant Moses, and which 
is to be pronounced . . .' 

the latter difficulty is avoided apparently by making both 
participles refer to the ' blessing '. But the former difficulty 
remains, rnirD does not naturally mean ' mentioned in the 
Law'. 

Were it possible for the two words TOiron miro to 
change places, as in the Karaite version, all objections 
would at once disappear, and we would get the perfect 
phrase 

■pay vans »t by mirn miron | wtaon ro-D3 im-d 

asserts, does the priestly function of blessing the people occur in the Torah 
as an injunction, namely, Num. 6. 37 ?K"I55* ^S fit* 131371 fU ; Deut. 10. 8 
1DBO TnS>1; Deut. 91. 5 'n DBO "paS. 
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As it now stands, it seems best to follow neither (a) nor 
(b) but read the disputed part without a break, as it is put 
— perhaps not inadvertently — in early liturgies. 



27. 
In the first paragraph of the Mdarib Service (Singer, 96) 
the phrasing of the following passage is' now generally 
accepted : 

.... Qipi ti 5>k 1 w rmxi 'n rbb pai nv pi ^tjdi («) 
but it is as generally divergent in our earliest liturgies. 
Vitiy has 

.... a>pi ti ba lot? nitus 'n | rM>i ar pa bnaoi (£) 
and this divergence is even more marked in Amram whose 
version is o*pi Ti lot? nixax 'n. 

38. 
In the same paragraph, several Prayer Books, as well as 
aoTi 1X3 to Orah Hayim 2,36, cite nana pojj '0 who 
emphasizes the break after U1XT3 : 

. . . n^h av &nia | uina wm anTmots'oa ... (a) 
in contradistinction to what was apparently preferred by 
some, 

. . . nW>i av Kin uiro | yp-ia arT-m-woa . . . {b) 

29. 
Is the familiar phrase 1J)1 B^ty^ Ton eligible? The 
answer can only be against employing this tautology. 
All that can be advanced in its favour is its occurrence in 
so many and various parts of the liturgy as (a) the 
Amidah : — nyi tbvb Ton . . . ab i>jn, (b) Birkat Hamazon: — 
-ijn ainyb Ton . . . !>an 5>jn, fc) Maphtir: — Ton . . . 5>an $>y 
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*1JJ1 tbtyb. But on tracing them to earlier sources we find 
all these supports tumble one by one. In the Amidah 
passage Amram has only 1JH tbiyb and Vitry has the two 
participles widely apart. So also in Birkat Hamazon 
Amram has Tin tbish X&y TDD Tot? "pan*. While the earliest 
wording of the Maphtir passage, in Mas. Sopherim 13, 14, is : 
. 1 w t^k T»n i»e> nx D'mnoi i? onio uk 'btt 'n bin !>j? 

. . . '* 'K '3 
There is, therefore, but little doubt that originally some 
versions had only TDTi and others only TJ)1 bW>, and that 
our combination of the two is merely the result of fusing 
the different versions together, and like many another 
grammatical impropriety, has been made legitimate by 
common use. 

Is there, however, any justification for employing it where 

it can be avoided ? There can only be one answer; and this 

will help us to decide the following two disputed phrasings. 

The one is in the first paragraph of the Evening Service : 

Tin ab)yb w>by iitaj Ton wp\ ti ba (a) 

nm cb)}h w^i? ybiy rvn | Qipi *n ^n (3) 

Both in early and modern Prayer Books the phrase is 
marked by no division at all. It is, however, evident that 
Amram and Mahzor Romi — both of which have "\\bl2'< ton 
wity — adopted the former. Baer leaves it practically an open 
question, and Sachs, to judge by his translation, adopts the 
latter. Singer's rendering (96) ' a God living and enduring 
continually mayest Thou reign over us for ever and ever' 
is so equivocal that it is not easy to say which of the two 
he favours, but the more explicit rendering of the Mahzor 
Abodath Ohel Moed (Davis-Adler) 'O God living and 
enduring continually, who wilt reign over us for ever and 
ever ' obviously follows (a). 
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30. 

The other example occurs in a later part of the same 
Service : 

iyi ri>ij6 u£y ibv> I Ton 111333 "£on (a) 
ii» E&U& w^» ita Ten | maaa i^on (£) 

Baer, indeed, treats both this and the preceding as 
analogous. The analogy, however, breaks down on one 
important point. The common version of this passage 
contains a deviation from the original in the reading, which 
has a slight bearing on the phrasing. Amram, the Sephardi 
rites, and even Rokeah, all, consistently, adopt (a). But 
their reading is • ♦ . "Pen 111333 ^l.?ten. 18 With our wording 
of =l7fU {p) would give a better sense. Still, as a com- 
mentator remarks, even Ton 111333 ?|peri is not a bad 
grouping when the biblical phrase of Ps. 24 ni>D liaan "$?•£> Kin 
is borne in mind. 

Now, even if the evidence had been equal, we should 
have been justified, on the ground of orthography, in giving 
our casting vote in favour of separating Ten from lyi thty? 
in the last two instances ; as the evidence of early authorities 
is also preponderatingly on its side, there should be no 
question at all as to the preference of such phrasing. 19 

It is evidently with a view to avoiding a similar tautology 
that Singer phrases the opening words of the dirge for the 
martyrs (155) : 
, . , D'-ema rp& Kin | Dnsrepn yoma dwid pit? awin ax («) 

" Maimonides has : M^V "jblS> Ton BVJ1 VI 111333 *£l»n. 

19 Against the argument which may be advanced to the contrary, that 
Qipl Tl ?K usually appears as a fixed phrase without any participle, such 
instances as tbtyb DVJl VI (Mekilta Jetro 6) may be cited. 
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' May the Father of mercies, who dwelleth on high in 
his mighty compassion, remember (mercifully) . . . ' 
though Baer prefers : 

, , . ENDrm ii|»» win owjn wma | qwid pit? ffomn ax (£) 
'May the Father of mercies who dwelleth on high, in 

his mighty compassion remember mercifully . . . ' 

Singer, however, is not alone in this divergency. He has 

Emden and Landshuth on his side. 

32- 
Dr. Berliner's remark in regard to a similar phrase may 
here be cited : 

The introduction to the p1*l (Singer's new editions, 238 a) 
which is so often read as 

. . . WW awi | Min -jw-n mm njn (a) 
is a misphrasing, and should be : 

. . . iruw atwi main T&rro | mm x:n (<*) 



33- 
Pauses caused by interpolations, verbal and otherwise, 
are often the cause of irregular phrasings. 

Thus the kissing of the ' fringes ' each time the word 
nTX is mentioned has inadvertently broken up the opening 
sentences of the third section of the Shema' as follows : 
I nw by linii Drmi> orxma "»bm by | mnt nni> w (a) 

:rtan ^"ns span 
instead of: 

span n'six !>y wn:i | ar\~\ib onnja *a» i?y nvs oni> iw (.5) 

19a ;rtan tow 

19 1 No wonder theGaon ofWilna (31 HCSJD 'D) is against the practice 
of kissing the Zizit. 
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34- 

So also in the opening passage of the Kaddish (Singer, 
75) the Amen response after NTi is obviously responsible 
for a misplaced break in consequence of which the general 
phrasing has become : 
I nntita *ybm nnijna sin n te&n | tan rat? mpm biirv («) 

Now some commentators make nnijna refer to K-p , 1, 
' which he created according to his will', while others — 
among whom is the Gaon of Wilna who cites in support 
the parallel passage (Singer, 145 sq.) . . . BHpm blitv !>3n by 
. . . WlVD — prefer to connect nrojna with vnpm bliTV 
' Magnified and sanctified . . . according to his will'. But in 
any case the phrase must close with it, viz. : 
. . . nnabv ibm | nnijna n-d h tro!»jn tan rw cnprvi Snarr 1 («) 

' Magnified and sanctified be his great name in the 
world which he created according to his will. May he 
establish his kingdom during your life and during your 
days . . .' 

35- 
The extent of the next Kaddish response is a matter of 
dispute. Maimonides and Tur (Or. H. 36) limit it to: 
wzby ^jta hbyb tdd kit not? n.t (a) 20 
Emden, who insists on this response, has even a ' 1M3 ' 
to correspond numerically with its words. The Gaon -of 
Wilna assumes that Amram includes also TDn* in the 
response, since he has JDK after T«n\ 21 He therefore 
advocates the response 

Tory xvby vbyb* abyb tqd Kan not? Krr> (b) 

20 The Hazan continues with -\~Q.n* according to Maimonides ; according 
to Tur he is to repeat 'Jf 1 'b 'D '"> 'CJ> "•. 

21 This is, however, no criterion ; for in Maimonides, where the response 
distinctly closes with JOD^JJ, there is also |DN after •yan''. 
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which is also favoured by DIT13K \1V and is the Minhag 
Sephardi. 

s)DY> rva, however, followed by 'n'i>'E>, extends the response 
to ttt&jn \mm and states in Shulhan Aruk (Or. H. 563)— 
where, strangely, it does not seem to extend beyond 1")3)T— 
that those who conclude it with WKby are in error, as no 
poan is allowed between it and "pan*. 82 That (b) is used in 
general practice contrary to the phrasing even of such 
commonly used Prayer Books as D«nn Til, not to mention 
the more critical ones, is perhaps accounted for by the fact 
that it is particularly favoured by choirs on account of the 
cadence supplied by "p3JV, without which the musical 
rhythm would be greatly marred. 

36. 

Opinions are also divided on the point whether NW *p3 
is to go with the preceding words : 

ana-ia !>a jd vbyb | wn y~o, awns? n rw ... (a) 
' . . . the name of the Holy One blessed be he | above 
all the blessings . . .' 
or with the following : 

anana b jd xbyb atn "jna | nenip ■n nw ... (p) 
' . . . the name of the Holy One. Blessed be he above 
all the blessings . . .' 

Those in favour of (a) include Saadya Gaon (cited by 
Abudraham) Maimonides — though only inferentially — and 
Minhag Sephardi. 

Among those for (b) are jmr "I1N who strongly opposes 
the other alternative, and N"»n (Or. H. 56). 

22 See Tan. Rabb., ch. 2. The author of )rbv>T\ ~\~\$, Or. Hay., ch. 564, 
justly points out that this refers only to interruption by talking. 
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The acceptance of the one or the other of the alternatives 
would seem to depend largely on the point whether Nin "pa 
is part of the text or merely a response. If the former, 
(a) would be more correct ; if the latter, then (b). And the 
analogy employed by the Gaon of Wilna in another con- 
nexion, namely a comparison with the text of the prayer 
fan by certainly points to the former, thus : 
I ton im vmpn , . , fe w , , , -inbtm rnnts»i :fan by 
I nw t>-)3 xvnp n nw . . . -iksivi ranm ;b»tp 

It may be noted that among modern liturgists Baer (130) 
is practically the only one who has a pause before Kin ^13, 
which is also advocated by Berliner (Randbem., I, 62). 
They were evidently both influenced by the opinion of 
J^in rW '"1 whom the latter cites in this connexion. 

37- 
The n"jd deprecates ' the practice of many Hazanim ' 
who in intoning the following words of the Kaddish phrase 
it, evidently in order to meet the exigencies of the melody, 

tWTven Nn:m | fa p vbyb (a) 
instead of 

sm^ anm fa p I xbyb (z>) 
A misphrasing, far more commonly used, in the con- 
cluding passages of the prayer is : 
^N-iB" fa fai I u»fa D)bw . . . .bxiBr* fa bin j wfa o«ni ... (a) 
instead of 
bx-\w< fa by\ wfa | abv . . . .^-ib" fa by) wfa | a^ni ... (£) 
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3». 

Polyphonic Rendering, or the alternate reading by Hazan 
and Congregation, has in the same way left its mark on the 
phrasing. 

In some synagogues the custom has still survived of 
chanting the latter parts of the m»n ipiDB in alternate verses 
by the ?niD and the congregation on the occasion of a n^3 . 
In some congregations this elaborate rendering commences 
with the suggestive sentence (Singer, 32) WITH bn niDDn 
DT3 WBB mm ' High praises of God are in their throat, 
and a two-edged sword in their hand', more generally it 
begins with the even more appropriate verse (34) 1Dj> ni"D1 
IVian ' And thou madest a covenant with him '. The break 
thus made at this juncture has led to the beginning of 
a new paragraph with final — quite regardless of the fact 
that it forms the middle of a verse — whereby the biblical 
verse Neh. 9. 6 : 

. . . nnan 103; nnai tos!> \ota nai> m nxsoi (a) 
is divided between two paragraphs : 

tyish jdw «ai> na nxv»i {l>) 
. . . ry-on ids; miai 
Heidenheim, Sachs, and Landshuth have bridged the 
gap by entirely removing this division, while Baer, and 
accordingly Singer, merely omits the double-point after 
fish JDK3. But these are obviously of little avail while the 
practice still prevails of the Hazan concluding the paragraph 
with these words. 

39- 
R. Eliezer of Worms (Rokeah, § 320) records that his 
brother Hezekiah regarded with disfavour the practice of 
dividing the biblical verse of Ps. 148. 13 : 
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: dwi yia by nw mi> w aaeo 'o 'n Dtp nx ibbr? (a) 
between Hazan and Congregation — as is still being done — 
on returning the Torah to the Ark (Singer, 70), as if the 
text were 

Hazan — :nai> w natw '•a 'n db> hn Mn' 1 ((5) 

Congregation— W&tft pK ^ nin 

40. 
And the only argument the Rokeah could advance in 
defence of the practice is that it is not the only one of its 
kind. Is not Isa. 6. 3 

. . . wp wp Bnp idki nt bx nr K1p1 (a) 
rendered by Hazan and Congregation in the kedushah as if 
it were 

23 : . . emp emp wp : ioni nt bx nr topi (3) 

41- 
Is not the biblical verse 

HDn obvib 'o iiD o 'r& nin (a) 
divided at the circumcision ceremony (Singer, 305) by 
Mohel and Congregation, thus 

Mohel— :3iD ^ 'rb nin (5) 

Congregation — 24 :non D71V-' 'o 

42. 
There is, of course, also the example of Ps. 118. 24: 
:w nrv^xn 'n &on w nynn 'n xjk (a) 
being rendered in the Hallel (Singer, 223) as 

Hazan and Congregation — 5 W njwin 'n MK (J>) 
Hazan and Congregation — : to nnwi 'n tox 

23 The division was less marked in the Rokeah's time, when the con- 
gregation did not say Wlp3 to 1DN1, but simply joined the Hazan at B>np. 
M Our custom is to repeat the whole verse after the Mohel. 
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43- 

The appearance in all Prayer Books of a double TIN bx 
D'SN (Singer, 6$ sq.), the verbal difference between which is so 
slight, always seemed puzzling to liturgists, who, however, 
ascribed them to different minhagim, and even labelled 
them accordingly. In face of these the directions of Kol-Bo 
and Abudraham that both were to be said (which was upheld 
by Baer and followed by Singer) seemed anomalous. 

This, however, is quite borne out by Vitry (71), according 
to whose text the theory that the two originated in different 
minhagim falls to the ground. Both, it is asserted, existed 
simultaneously — as they are indeed found — in each minhag. 

' The Hazan says ' — 

. . . UrMUl 1SN1 bit , . . CSN TIN bit {a) 

' And the Congregation respond ' — 

. , . ijdd tos ""ion ba . . . cbn "pat bx (b) 



44. 
Some Miscellaneous Examples may finally be mentioned. 
In i!3Nts> tvq (Singer, 17), Emden and some Sephardic 
Prayer Books have 

i?bm I Tny tn n'eai main VT'Dn ]wbi -iksdi ru^o (a) 
. . . ihsi I nnoni nim^a wnbK 'n 
' Lauded and glorified by the tongue of his loving ones 
and his servants and by the songs of David thy servant. 
We shall praise thee, O Lord our God, with praises and 
with psalms ; we will magnify . . .' 
instead of the generally accepted phrasing : 
i?bni Toy in ■"•Wat j vnjji vt'dh pwbi insdi roe>D {b) 
, , . nhw niTDni nii-oca | wnbx 'n 
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' Lauded and magnified by the tongue of his loving ones 
and his servants. We will also praise thee, O Lord our 
God, with the songs of David thy servant ; with praises 
and with psalms we will magnify . . . ' 

Either is eligible as far as the meaning goes. But 
syntactical evidence is in favour of (b). The person changes 
from the third to the second with '•Will, which points to a 
break before that word. 26 

45- 
Another variation in the same prayer is : 

, , , i?n n^iyn ti tit | uti^n im^d "\3b0n («) 
. . , i?o j BKbwn ti w wrbtt i»S>o is^dji (b) 
authoritative opinion being on the side of (b). 

46. 
Vitry (148 sq.) refutes at some length the erroneous 
phrasing in notw of 

. . , noian mays | nmi uii (a) 
which should, of course, be 

. . . riniDn I D^oys rimi mi (&) 

47- 
One cannot very well deviate from the biblical phrasing 
(Ps. 98. 3) 

rW TIN I pN ''DBN b INI biOW rvai> 1TU1DN1 11Dn "Of (a) 

in the TUB* D^3p. Yet the parallelism and sense point 

unmistakably to : 

IMftW TIN pN ''DBN b INT | ^NIB" TvJ? 1T1J1DN1 HDn nDT (<5) 

26 DTI IWI, however, used in connexion with Hallel, the phrase: 

"p2y nn nieo iwbdi roe>D, vitry, 192. 
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48. 

In the concluding paragraph of the Hallel, 
. . . tfpnx TTDm I T'TOD So uvita 'n *p$>iw (a) 
is correct, not 

, , . cpnx I TiTom twd b wnfo 'n ti&t ((5) 

A number of other instances which are of less academic 
interest, though of considerable practical importance, must 
be held over for a popular treatise on the present subject 
which the writer has in preparation. A list of common 
errors in phrasing will likewise be more fittingly included 
there than in this article. The completion of this article 
has been unduly protracted as it is, owing to the closing of 
some sections of the British Museum on account of the War. 

It may seem strange that the large majority of the 
variances quoted occur in one and the same minhag, where 
more harmony, if not absolute unanimity, might have 
been expected. Yet, considering that the earliest com- 
pilation of the Siddur, which properly consolidated the 
liturgy for the first time, was only made as late as the 
latter half of the ninth century, and that for some centuries 
afterwards the prayers continued to be read from memory 
by Hazanim who exercised their licence to the full, the 
remarkable thing is that the divergencies are not far more 
numerous than they really are. 

Still, would it be too much to expect that in the near 
future an authoritative council may do for the Siddur what 
the Masoretes have done for the more sacred Bible. The 
bringing into unison of the liturgical texts even of each 
of the two parent rites — the Ashkenazi and Sephardi — 
would greatly improve the shape of one of the greatest 
monuments of the Hebrew genius, and be a good step 
towards repairing the breaches in the House of Israel. 



